Today there is a fruitful dispute between secularists and those who argue the compatibility between Christianity, with its religious precepts and intrinsic system of ethical values, and the liberal democracy. The second group is however hopelessly wrong, as much as the first. This endeavor is epistemologically wrong and the argument is pretty simple. The institutions of divine right, such as the Church or family, shall be subject to the single principle or hierarchy of being, that goes beyond the narrow human consciousness and action. From this perspective, these institutions may be called undemocratic or they do not respect the ideology of inalienable human rights, as formulated at the present time. The theory of monarchical rule and justice proclaimed in ancient Israel coincides partly with modern concepts of social justice. But God's complex plan lies in the spiritual education of the people and in saving the world through the united monarchical government, rather than through democracy. Thus, the Old Testament offers several models of political regimes of divine right, but nevertheless these management regimes are forms of patriarchy, theocracy and messianic reigns rather than formulated in the spirit of the democratic rights of man. (Kraynak, 2001: 51-52) The error comes from the attempt to put a sign of equality between divine principles considered quasi-democratic and the system of governance of liberal democracy. If the model launched by Islam and Judaism asserts that the divine law contains legal, civil and political directives, the Christian model proves to be transpolitic (unearthly religion), being suitable for a range of heterogeneous forms of government, which is not equivalent to the status of a secular state. The doctrine of the "Two Cities" does not imply a final caesura between religion and worldly institutions. Liberalism needs Christian religion, but Christianity as an elevated or refined formula of religion (Hegel, Troeltsch) is not equivalent to a democratic or liberal religion. Furthermore, a fine distinction should be made between the two plans created by Divinity, but governed by different laws: the divine law versus the natural law. The state refers to limited temporal component, invested by the boundless divine power as therapeutic for original sin, not being a purely human construct and not having spiritual powers.
Introduction
The main forms of government from the earliest Christian times have been perceived as undemocratic and politically intolerant: the tribes of Abraham presented the structure of a rigid patriarchy, Moses established a theocratic leadership regime, the reigns of Kings Saul, David, Solomon and their successors were invested by the divine right and only then accepted by the people. (Kraynak, 2001: 47) The theory of monarchical rule and justice proclaimed in ancient Israel coincides partly with modern concepts of social justice. But God's complex plan lies in the spiritual education of the people and in saving the world through the united monarchical government, rather than through democracy. Thus, the Old Testament offers several models of political regimes of divine right, but nevertheless these management regimes are forms of patriarchy, theocracy and messianic reigns rather than formulated in the spirit of the democratic rights of man. (Kraynak, 2001: 51-52) The error comes from the attempt to put a sign of equality between divine principles considered quasi-democratic and the system of governance of liberal democracy. If the model launched by Islam and Judaism asserts that the divine law contains legal, civil and political directives, the Christian model proves to be transpolitic (unearthly religion), being suitable for a range of heterogeneous forms of government, which is not equivalent to the status of a secular state. The doctrine of the "Two Cities" does not imply a final caesura between religion and worldly institutions. Liberalism needs Christian religion, but Christianity as an elevated or refined formula of religion (Hegel, Troeltsch) is not equivalent to a democratic or liberal religion. Furthermore, a fine distinction should be made between the two plans created by Divinity, but governed by different laws: the divine law versus the natural law. The state refers to limited temporal component, invested by the boundless divine power as therapeutic for original sin, not being a purely human construct and not having spiritual powers.
St. Augustine, although politically neutral, considers that earthly authority is needed because of its force of coercion against imperfect slippages of human nature -prone to vice and sin -and showed appreciation for Roman republican model and Christian emperors.
Thomas Aquinas was a true (constitutional) monarchist and believed that the Church has authority over states or other mundane construction because its substance makes it superior to any system or human construct. The Protestant Reformation permanently distorts this universal lawfulness, breaking the monopoly of the Church and giving rise to a new paradigm of thinking; Luther followed the Augustinian model of mundane institutional organization; John Calvin militated for a theocracy based and founded by an aristocracy that was in itself founded on spiritual values. (Kraynak, 2001: 2) In this respect, the doctrine of Luther is remarkable, being of Augustinian inspiration, by its necessity of the "Two Kingdoms", one of the spiritual governing and a mundane one, as divine judgment. According to this doctrine, "the spiritual government was the rule of God's Word over the faithful. With this form of rule there was no need for laws or moral imperatives, for the true believer was under the guidance of the spirit and had no need of coercive government. However, since there are few true believers and fewer still who live a Christian life, it was also necessary to establish a worldly government, a system of secular rule preserved by kings, princes and magistrates placed in office to maintain peace and suppress sin." (Dixon, 2002: 55-56) However, the line between the two spheres is clear and unavoidable in Luther's view, being preferable to avoid the state's interference with the specific functions of the Church. This split between the sphere of religious and secular authority arises only after the Protestant Reformation, a critical historical moment that caused unprecedented caesura. Until then, the Church and the religious precepts represented the substance that guided any human action. The Church was the society itself. It was unthinkable a pluralist society. (Davis, 1994: 2) On the other hand, some important Protestant reformers such as Martin Bucer and Johannes Oecolampadius militated for the cohabitation between the two spheres. Zwingli (1484-1531) encouraged the association and cooperation between the Church and the Council of Zurich, in line with the socio-political reality of the time. In this respect, it is clear that members of Zurich Town Council named all the magistrates and pastors. Calvin goes even further and asserts that most of the times, it is a Christian duty to listen and to obey the mundane authority, thus investing public authorities with powers which rightfully belonged to the Church. Moreover, the state had a crucial role as it promoted and maintained the veneration and worship of God, defended the true doctrine of the Church against the heretical one, and overall, adjusted our behavior to the requirements of human society, formed individual conduct in front of the civil justice, reconciled people, helped us to understand the virtues of peace and order in society. (Dixon, 2002: 57) Throughout history, the close relationship between the Catholic Church and mundane authority strengthens the previous idea. After nearly two millennia of close cohabitation with different state regimes, the Roman Catholic Church followed a new path, oriented towards the paradigm of liberal democracy. Launched by Pope Leo XIII in the late 19th century, and refined in the '50s of the last century by Pope Pius XII, the new vision of the Church, with the principles of liberal constitutional democracy, is perfected by the Vatican Council II.
Unlike Western Europe where the separation of church and state was clearly evident throughout history, Eastern Orthodox Church had failed to outline a caesura between the two spheres. Rather, if there ever was a distinction between the State and the Church, it was extremely confused and clouded. Orthodoxy has cultivated the ideal of "harmony" with its Byzantine origin, based on a (close) cooperation between church (Sacerdotium) and political leaders of the city of Caesar (Imperium). However, the Byzantine ideal of harmony was rarely achieved in historical reality and meant usually perfect obedience to the monarch of the church. This ideal lasted until the twentieth century in Orthodox countries such as Russia, Greece, Romania, Bulgaria and Serbia. In fact, it is unclear whether the autocrat ideal was completely rejected or indefinitely put on hold in the current democratic model in which we live. (Kraynak, 2001: 69) In 1802, Thomas Jefferson wrote to a Baptist community and emphasized the importance and compulsoriness of the separation between church and state. His arguments have shown that mixtures between the two plans would contribute to the emergence of obvious dangers: for religion, the greatest danger lies in the possibility that its intrinsic strength and its vigor can be weakened; for the state, the fear lies in undermining its authority by scission action of a dissident group made up of unelected religious leaders with different views; freedom would be threatened as soon as the state would assume the right to take decisions on religious issues. (Nussbaum, 2008: 114) In this direction, Ernst Troeltsch noted that the Calvinist movement considered itself to be the only movement proper to represent the Christian ecclesiastical structure, a perspective compatible with modern capitalist and democratic development, and, moreover, the only one right for this. (Kraynak, 2001: 70) On the other hand, Anglican and Lutheran churches have supported throughout history various forms of government such as absolute or constitutional monarchy in England and the German states led by princes.
A Christian theory of constitutionalism
It is argued that Christianity does not need a specific formulation of government in which to manifest itself, or a theory of social justice (human rights), but today it is necessary that a higher guiding principle should be applied, and the answer came through the words of St. Augustine: limited government under God or "constitutionalism." (Kraynak, 2001: 185) Kraynak considers that constitutionalism has its roots in Christian piety. It is considered that God has established a hierarchy of being, made up of "two cities" which differ essentially from one another: the spiritual one, superior to the state, and an earthly one, an organic part of the political order. In contrast, the liberal conception of constitutionalism does not recognize this order of being as derived from a divine origin. This conception is based on the theory of natural rights or human rights, existing before the state was constructed, which must be protected by an artificial social contract that separates private property from the public one. The basic hypothesis is the natural freedom and equality that turns freedom into a goal in itself. (Kraynak, 2001: 205) Christian theory of constitutionalism legitimizes the state as a construct which came through divine pathway, its power being equally limited. Regarding the latter opinion, H. Richard Niebuhr argues that "the effect of prophetic faith has always been the limitation of government. Early Christian martyrs who refused to worship Caesar, the monks who maintained their independence by abandoning all things over which despotism could exercise power, the Roman church with its self-sufficiency and its principle of natural law, Protestantism with its loyalty to the Scriptures, the sectarians with their resolute obedience to conscience -all these have barred the path to absolutism. The existence in human societies of a community which maintains…a loyalty beyond political loyalty always prescribes a limit to state power. … Thus, constitutionalism, the limitation of political power by written law considered as prior to the power, has been reinforced by a faith which seeks to obey a God whose will is known by revelation and reason." (Kraynak, 2001: 204) The great church historian, John Figgis, asserts that the divine right of monarchs was a modern doctrine in the 16th and 17th century (for example, King Henry VIII, King James I in England, King Louis XIV in France). This resulted in the denial of the Augustinian doctrine of the "Two Cities", as well as the categorical demarcation towards the prudential governance according to which the divine will requires and legitimizes a hereditary monarchy to rule the State and the Church. In addition, it was thought that the royal families could gain power due to the divine providence. (Kraynak, 2001: 114) John Figgis believed that the act of governing by divine right or by divine grace sketched an ideology of modern nationalism led by Anglican and Catholic monarchs who changed the art of Christian governing unifying mundane and divine spheres under the protection of a sovereign. (Kraynak, 2001: 114) Richard Kraynak demonstrated that this last fact has irrefutably questioned the argument according to which an evolutionary continuum between medieval and modern constitutionalism still exists. In fact there was no evolution, but rather a rupture, especially a spiritual and religious one. If Medievalism consecrated the supremacy of the "City of God", the modern categorically refuses to accept it. The same author showed that different absolute monarchy from early modern times have contested medieval constitutionalism, the preeminence of Church and State marginalism in society, uniting them in the same idea. Therefore, the modern constitutionalism broke the newly established order of the monarchical absolutism and marked a new caesura between Church and state, seeming to follow a thorough restoration of the medieval constitutionalism. However, the new modern paradigm has only meant a continuation of political absolutism commenced formerly because the Church is isolated in the private sphere and subject to dominant state, the latter being itself subject to the limit caused by a series of inviolable private rights. (Kraynak, 2001: 114) Kraynak concluded that real change in the Christian tradition did not begin in the Middle Ages, but in the early modern era, when advocates of divine right monarchy tried to bring sovereignty under the rule of state, thus abolishing any bond with the doctrine of the "two cities" and support the idea that God confirms just one legitimate regime. However, all these changes have not disadvantaged the monarchical system, which continued to survive and refine, which meant that other exogenous or endogenous factors must be taken into account when trying to explain the final result that favored the congruency towards democracy. (Kraynak, 2001: 114-115) We should mention the French philosopher Jacques Maritain when talking about the Christian democratic doctrine related to the organization of the state and human society. He adheres to the political epistemology of Thomism, according to which rational people have the ability to organize freely in a society, without any exogenous intervention from the divine sphere. Neither a totalitarian state nor an exacerbated individualism is preferred. It is believed that democracy is spiritual, having an evangelical inspiration, in the sense that there is a retranslation of the Christian idea of equal human dignity of all people before God in the political sphere. (Kraynak, 2001: 181) A relation between Church, political democracy and state in the Middle Ages Kraynak demonstrated that for two millennia, many Christian thinkers had no intention of building a bridge to connect the idea of democracy with different types of liberalism. "In general, traditional Christians were undemocratic because they saw the universe created by God as a hierarchy of being, and thought that institutions should promote rational and spiritual perfection." (Kraynak, 2001: 73) Ever since the Middle Ages, in the minds and works of theologians and Christian thinkers existed an integrative paradigm of the architecture and role of man in society, superior to that reclaimed by the conventional neoclassical economy of today, the one of homoeconomicus' reductionist model. Highly criticized, this homo economicus is just a sketch removed erroneously from an extremely complex and mysterious context. Starting from the given attribute of man, that of being a true image of the Deity, the medieval man was considered far more advanced than is today, when we declare ourselves to be the bravest and the brightest ever. As God's image, man inherits some essential virtues: free will and individualism (self-movement). In connection with the final concept and in respect to the immeasurable dignity of people perceived as unique identities, Glenn Tinder (2000) believes that they continue to represent the central core of the political doctrine of the West. (Kraynak, 2001: 158) The predominance of hierarchical patterns of authority in the Christian churches is based on multiple perspectives, such as the doctrine of "Two Cities", inspired by St. Augustine, the perfecting of salvation through divine election, and gaining time goals in the fallen political sphere. (Kraynak, 2001: 73) Aquinas does not build this gnoseology of man, that of the given quality of being "representative of the non-finite" (Karl Jespers), in the same way in which it is subsequently portrayed by Kant by understanding man as a goal in itself, a being whose dignity comes by the virtue of his reason, freedom and power of self-determination. Moreover, reason and free will are not a goal in themselves but a means of knowledge and love of God and all that He created. Reason is not the concept that we understand today. It is not synonymous with the actions performed by homo economicus guided by the "brain power". This is the patristic and scholastic theology associated with what Aristotle and Plato believed in antiquity, namely a kind of Eros that allowed the connection to the Divine, a "metaphysical power" or one of love. Moreover, it is an activity of the soul that separates and alienates the senses, transcending time and space, loves the eternal good standing with humble reverence in front of the Creator and of the sacred realm of the mysterious being. In this respect, the work is quite different from rational calculation, problem solving, imagination, creativity and other contemporary formulas for measuring reason. (Kraynak, 2001: 83) Christian theologians have understood that Christianity differed from the other monotheisms, such as Judaism and Islam, by the fact that the New Testament does not contain a legal juridical code, transmitted by divine revelation and necessary for the governing of the state. In more familiar terms, the Christian doctrine of the "Two Cities" desecrated the temporal scope by recognizing a spiritual realm superior to the state and a Savior who transcends all political power, thus providing a sort of independence from the influence of churches and priests as well as the metaphysics and cosmology. (Kraynak, 2001: 87) This hierarchical model has dominated the Christian world for many centuries. In other words, it is necessary that affirming moral judgments are to be made by means of an authority that is above the mundane rationality and which has general coverage of the social sphere.
From the Gospels and Epistles, where there is no record of the word democracy or anysuggestions on choosing a form of government or superior social order, to important theologians like St. Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, Martin Luther, John Calvin, Richard Hooker and the early American Puritans, John Winthrop, John Cotton, there is a big difference in reporting to the current hypothesis, namely that the best form of government and the nearest to Christian morality is the liberal democracy. Let us not forget that Luther was an advocate of political authoritarianism, his entire doctrine not being compatible with democracy until the emergence of the Weimar Republic (1919). Calvin set up the basis of an intolerant Protestant theocracy and Calvinists even founded a Calvinist Presbyterian Church in Scotland, an anti-democratic perspective from the point of view of a distinct hierarchy. A series of radical Protestant dissident movements saw the Church as an organic independent institution, having the ability to be governed from within. (Kraynak, 2001: 116-117) All these radicalisms, well-known in history, have emerged as a natural reaction to mainstream Protestant movements that practiced numerous regulations and undemocratic barriers in the exertion of the religious worship. In this sense, they imprinted some democratic elements in the political community by appealing to a new doctrine, the "covenantal theology". Inspired by the Old Testament, this doctrine defined a divine political theory. This new covenant in modern times tries to emulate the divine mission of the Old Testament and to transpose that action in the historical moment, to try to recover and save the Reformation and to establish a higher social and religious reality. The subsequent element in the social life could emphasize mutual consent and responsibilities stated and provided as in the terms of a social contract for all relations between God, man and the governing institutions, as well as those between people. (Kraynak, 2001: 117-118) In this direction, many Puritan reformers, such as Jonathan Winhrop and John Cotton, showed that the democratic model co-exists with the theocratic one. They define freedom by the moral ability to be your own master under the umbrella of an enlightened authority and by collective consent for the true divine law, more than for natural rights or popular sovereignty. In this direction, the self-governing religious aristocracy decisions may punish and eliminate the heresies or other movements considered dangerous or false. (Kraynak, 2001: p. 118) Kraynak considered that an important role in the democratization of Christianity was played by the Protestant Reformation and its emphasis on individual conscience and theological covenant role within human communities. This critical historical moment transmitted important democratic impulses, especially in the way the Church governed. However, unlike the radical theories about the protestant origins of modern art/science of governance, Reform does not encapsulate in its ontological structure the politic theory of modern liberal democracy. (Kraynak, 2001: 119-120) Christian theology and modern liberal democracy If Protestant radicalism and Reformation were a step forward towards cultivating democratic values and elements, another important moment marks 16th and 17th centuries involving Catholic neo-scholastics, the Jesuits and the Dominicans. They played an important role in the Catholic Counter-reform against Protestants, their doctrine being an adaptation of Thomism to the new historical, political, religious and socio-economic realities.
For example, one of the most important neo-scholastics, the Jesuit Francisco Suarez (1548-1617) is considered the "first modern democrat". He leaves the Thomist tradition of thought, establishing an eclectic thinking. He accepts the Aristotelian view of the animal nature of man in society. He accepts the existence of hierarchies only in the private sphere of the family. In society, God has never ordered political leaders on the criterion of divine right. Suarez formulates his famous theory of "transfer" of power, according to which monarchs are chosen exclusively by citizens, who delegate their innate and authentic strength for this purpose. (Kraynak, 2001: 120-121) Thus, despite the hierarchical structure of transfer of power that all monarchies relied until then, Suarez believed that God sends power to the people, and, on the basis of Imago Dei principle, they have to determine who they will give it away to. He considers that it would be ideal that this power would be received by a monarch and would not be prudent to remain in a democratic management structure. The relationship between the state and the church requires careful consideration in terms of natural power. Suarez advocated for religious pluralism to States, but also for limited national sovereignty because monarchs are the ones who hold worldly or temporal power, Church leaders being only indirect heirs of this sphere. The unfaithful heretics must be tolerated and prudently accepted, this being a much wiser decision with greater advantages than primitive coercion. (Kraynak, 2001: 123) Kraynak considers that Suarez develops a Thomistic vision by accepting the notion of universe seen as moral intelligible order, freely created by God and governed by laws, while campaigning for the weakening of natural hierarchies and establishing a political order emanated from the people. Although he does not eliminate the specific doctrine of the "two cities" in his philosophical thinking, one of his gnoseologic innovations is to emphasize that the divine image of man (Imago Dei) has democratic implications, justifying the spiritual determinant of a political doctrine. (Kraynak, 2001: 123) Immanuel Kant's theory rests on a number of content items that highlight the autonomous man as a moral agent acting on the basis of political and socio-economic rights or self-imposed laws, being able to determine his own destiny. Kant accepts the distinction between Nature and Freedom, and locates the dignity of the individual in his ability of creating a world outside the sphere of biology and physics, through the affirmation of free will, acting only by reason. (Kraynak, 2001: 152) Kant has the merit of considering liberal democracy an inevitable condition of Christian ethics. Such a perspective is criticized by Robert Kraynak, who convincingly returns to pre-modern theological thought of Imago Dei, to the Aristotelian Christianity of the Middle Ages and to Augustine's metaphor of "Two Cities". He rejects Kantianism in terms of legitimizing political power over the "citadel". Christianity must not intersect with the political spectrum in the state when it comes to convergence towards the fulfillment of democratic ideals. It is likely that the phenomenon of secularization of religion has produced the effect which numerous sociologists, theologians and economists have associated with a decrease in the ritualistic manifestation of religion and belief, and ineffable manifestation of God, and the resurgence of human rights. Religious freedom is based on acceptance and respect of human rights as a sign of imperfection. This diversity neglects the thesis of the one true religion and the Kantian imperative must be omitted, the State being deprived of spiritual nuances so as not to stifle the genuine manifestation of religion. (Kraynak, 2001: 166) From a historical perspective, Robert Kraynak shows that the connection between Christian theology and political democracy, defined today by many Catholic thinkers such as Jacques Maritain, Michael Novak, George Weigel and Paul Johnson, Protestants like Martin Luther King, H. Richard Niebuhr, and secular philosophers as Alexis de Tocqueville, Hegel and Nietzsche, is an anomaly. Conversely, over centuries an illiberal and undemocratic tendency has been manifested between the two spheres, more exactly they did not share the same set of values and have not helped each other. (Kraynak, 2001: 5-6) Jacques Maritain believes that the "personalistic" democracy is superior to the bourgeois one. Regarding the latter, Reinhold Niebuhr (1944) considers it decadent and puerile because it is based on assumptions of materialism, innate goodness of man and exacerbated individualism. This "personalism" on which the Catholic theology of the twentieth century is based, a synthesis of Thomism and Kantian speech, is found in other Catholic authors such as Emmanuel Mounier, Gabriel Marcel, Heinrich Rommen, John Courtney Murray, Michael Novak, John Finnis, and in many official documents, such as Vatican II and various Papal encyclicals. (Kraynak, 2001: 156) The tendency of modern liberal democracy is to raise the art/science of government to a metaphysical, cosmological, or quasi-religious level. Modern liberal democracy is more than a political system; it is actually a philosophy of freedom and theoretical doctrine of human dignity translated into practical human actions. (Kraynak, 2001: 25) Moral degradation of individuals, launched by the modern liberal democracy, has been criticized heavily by Leo Strauss, Eric Voegelin, Alexandr Solzhenitsyn, Alisdair MacIntyre, Christopher Lasch, Walker Percy and John Paul II, giving rise to new forms of democratic tyranny, that of the masses. In addition, Alexis de Tocqueville considered that "soft" despotism does not necessarily fracture the individual will but, rather, it attenuates, deforms and guides it, so that every individual becomes a shy and conscientious animal and the state the true shepherd. (Tocqueville, 1969: 692) Also, Nietzsche criticizes the typical citizen of the liberal democracy, "the last man", the new type of individual, excessively indifferent to noble duties or to eternal desires, unable to feel any sense of shame about his own shortcomings and inability to rise above the basic needs, a human being that is impossible to distinguish from gregarious animals. (Nietzsche, 1968: 53-59) In the same time, Ortega y Gasset observes that modern democracy is a true "revolt of the masses", the self-satisfied people who completely reject the challenge of heroic battles assuming that the triumph of the masses constituted the source of progress for all previous generations, having the attitude of a spoiled child. (Gasset, 1960: 15-32) Both the biblical message and liberalism contain elements that pursue the defense and protection of human dignity, but the way in which one should relate to this concept is completely different. Liberalism equates dignity with individual autonomy and following your own destiny -political ideas that are inherently related to democratic human rights. By contrast, the Bible equates the dignity of individuals with their relationship with God in terms of immortality and the ability to acquire spiritual holiness, elements that lead to different spiritual hierarchies and policies considered undemocratic and illiberal. In other words, modern liberal democracy needs God, but the God of the Bible is not inherently liberal or democrat in his political teachings. (Kraynak, 2001: 64) Christianity does not require a specific form or governance structure (such as, for example, democracy), or a theory for the concept of social justice (eg, human rights considered inalienable, fundamental, universal and egalitarian). Instead, he has a distinct way of looking at the high sphere of politics, which can be summarized in the phrase "limited government under God" and that we can recognize it today as some sort of "constitutionalism". (Kraynak, 2001: 203-204) The "religion of reason"
Another factor for the diversion of Christianity in the realm of liberal democracy lies in the impact transmitted by the Enlightenment. It is considered almost unanimously that, in response to the Baroque, was a bitter enemy of religion, in this case of modern Christianity. Religion, considered by Voltaire an infamous thing, is a dusty superstition that keeps people trapped in ignorance, barbarism and superficiality. For them to be free from the tyranny of religion, the human mind must be able to govern and resolve all issues in a rational humanity, without the mediation of the Church. The solution was given by various forms of "religions of reason" such as Deism or "natural religion", Theism, Latitudinarianism, Unitarianism (Socinianism) and Arminianism. Such a vision must be tempered in the sense that Enlightenment adepts did not want total extinction of the construction of rational religion, but rather a reform of religion so that it could be cleared of intolerance, persecution and primitive myths. (Kraynak, 2001: 124-126) Liberal democracy in the United States and England was positively influenced by the impact of various "religions of reason" such as Deism or Theism, who played the role of mediator between the socio-political theory of rational natural rights and religion. For example, in America, it came to the fore with high power the political belief of "God-given natural rights", as a result of coagulation of these paradigms/systems of thought. America's Declaration of Independence, a version of rational Christian thought, encapsulates various concepts of Enlightenment inspiration that stress that the universe is a rational moral ordination, built and run by a just God who supports and defends the cause of human freedom. The society must also be led by an authority who can gain the citizen's confidence so that it could defend and protect the natural and divine inheritance of natural law and even plead to the Divine Providence for civil rights. (Kraynak, 2001: 127) The elements of liberal democracy, which appear only in the Declaration of Independence, such as the creation of man by God so that he could use the natural rights, and public consensus choice of the ruling class are not found in any religious and biblical source before. These components are the exclusive creation of the Enlightenmentinspired "religions of reason" and will replace the a priori original ones belonging to the American Calvinist-Puritanism: the original sin, the depravity of human nature, the doctrine of predestination, theocratic government. Deism will put in place a rationalized version of religion, one based on the concepts of natural freedom, natural equality and trust in the ability of individuals to govern themselves without any interference from outside from the Church. (Kraynak, 2001: 127-128) Historian Paul Johnson's thesis is that America has always been a deeply religious state, despite extensive religious freedom that has led to countless denominations of faith. But America has evolved from a specific Puritanist colonial era to an enlightenment "religion of reason", especially Deism, an eclectic vision of Evangelical Protestantism and Enlightenment liberalism, or a mix between Calvin and Locke. (Kraynak, 2001: 128) America is in itself a special case through its desire to achieve the perfection of the Protestant Reformation by permitting aggressive worship and the spread of democracy as a perfect social order (this type of message was met in the U.S. foreign policy from Wilson to contemporary neo-conservatism, according to Leo Strauss). Religious ecumenism that was approached represented the winning formula through which ethnic inhabitants were inoculated that regardless of the religion officially recognized, what matters most within society is the detached morality, which is the key for any particular democratic system. (Kraynak, 2001: 128-129) On the other hand, another special case is given England. This country, unlike the United States, developed the architecture of a state religion that is Anglicanism. The latter, originating from an Enlightenment "religion of reason", specifically the Latitudinarian Christianity, determined in its turn by Renaissance humanism and Deism, manifested a remarkable tolerance towards other religions. (Kraynak, 2001: 130) Both political typologies are compatible with the Catholic doctrine of human dignity, thus developing a deep sensitivity to the natural rights granted by God. Alexis de Tocqueville and Robert de Lamennais believed that God's will is measured by the force of Providence to change the course of world history. In this sense, this vision gives rise to the transition from divine right monarchy to divine right democracy. (Kraynak, 2001: 131) Tocqueville emphasizes the dependency between the "religion of reason" and the progressive course of time. "God does not Himself need to speak for us to find sure signs of His will; it is enough to observe the customary progress of nature and the continuous tendency of events; I know, without special revelation, that the stars follow orbits in space traced by His finger. If patient observation ... have led the men of the present day to recognize that both the past and the future of their history consist in the gradual and measured advance of equality, that discovery alone gives this progress the sacred character of the will of the Sovereign Master. In that case, the effort to halt democracy appears as a fight against God Himself." (Kraynak, 2001: 131) The social justice and the "social gospel" Kraynak highlights another important factor in building a relationship between the Church and democracy. The way in which Christianity reported itself to any form of oppression over time has contributed to the appearance of its political leitmotif, the concept of social justice. Although commonly and appropriately used only in the mid-nineteenth century, many philosophers and Christian thinkers have been preoccupied by the purpose of social justice since ancient times. For example, Spanish neo-scholastics campaigned against colonialism, while the Quakers and Methodists marched to abolish slavery out of their own benevolence naturally inspired by the "religion of reason". (Kraynak, 2001: 139) The latter have encountered serious doctrine obstacles because the West religiously legitimized slavery in the sense that servitude was part of the natural order of things (Aristotle), was a natural state (the Athenian from Plato's "Laws" stated that "even God himself can't resist the need; we are talking about the necessity which the gods may be subject to"). (Plato, 1995: 230) Moreover, the justification came through the Bible, where slavery was considered an inevitable punishment for the initial expulsion from Heaven, Westerners also mentioning the Apostles Peter and Paul.
For example, on the one hand, , Paul asked for submission and obedience from slaves, and on the other hand, a dignified and humane treatment from their masters (for example, in Ephesians the Apostle Paul, 6: 5-9 said: "Servants, obey your masters, with fear and trembling, with the fully purity of your heart, as you do to Christ, / do not serve only when eyes are on you, like those who seek to please men but as servants of Christ, doing the will of God from your heart, / Serving with goodwill, as to the Lord and not men, / Everyone must know, whether slave or master, that good deeds that he will make, those will take as payment from the Lord. / and you, masters, do the same to them, leaving aside the threat, knowing that their Lord and yours is in heaven, and that he does not favor the bias." (http://www.bibliaortodoxa.ro/ carte.php?id=19&cap=6)
Another form of religious suitability with the values of modern democracy was given by the doctrine of "social gospel" by Walter Rauschenbusch, based on God's kingdom. Considered to be inspired by Kantian idealism and utopian socialism, this was a new formula for reform, democratization, and compatibility of Church's doctrine, seen as a social construct, together with the course of history and the evolution of human society. Similarly, the transformation of the world on new grounds, taking into account social justice, has led to a specific relativism: God becomes creation and prisoner of limited human mind. (Kraynak, 2001: 141-143) 
Conclusion
For two thousand years, numerous Christian thinkers had no intention to connect the idea of democracy with different types of liberalism. As Kraynak considered, the traditional Christians were undemocratic because they imagined a God's created world as a hierarchy of being, while all the mundane institutions have a simple task: to try to perform a spiritual perfection through a rational manner.
Christianity does not require a specific form or governance structure or a theory for the concept of social justice. Instead, he has a distinct way of looking at the high sphere of politics, which can be summarized as "limited government under God" and today we name this sort of concept as "constitutionalism".
There was no evolution between medieval and modern constitutionalism, but rather a rupture, especially a spiritual and religious one. The Medieval Christianity consecrated the supremacy of the "City of God", while the modern one refuses to accept it. The modern constitutionalism marked a new caesura between Church and state. The real change in the Christian tradition began in the early modern era, when the sovereignty had to be put under the rule of the state, all the ties with the doctrine of the "two cities" were broken.
America developed an enlightenment-inspired "religion of reason", especially Deism, replacing the original features belonging to CalvinistPuritanism (the original sin, the depravity of human nature, predestination, theocratic government). Instead, it evolved a rationalized version of religion, based on natural freedom and equality and a strong trust in the ability of individuals to govern themselves without any external interference (e.g. the Church). On the other hand, England developed the architecture of a state religion, originating from an Enlightenment "religion of reason", based on Humanism and Deism, which caused a striking tolerance towards other religions or denominations.
Just as Kraynak considered, we agree that modern liberal democracy is more than a political system, it is actually a philosophy of freedom and theoretical doctrine of human dignity translated into practical human actions.
